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ELECTION COMMISSION OF INDIA 
New Delhi, the 27Ih April, 1985 

O.N. 13,—^In pursuance of section 106 of the Representa¬ 
tion of the People Act, 1951 (43 of 1951), the Election Com¬ 
mission hereby publishes the Order, pronounced on 2nd April, 
1985 by the High Court of Judicature at Bombay in Elec¬ 
tion Petition No, 1 of 1985. 

[No. 82IDNH-HP|1|85.] 
By Order 

DHARAM VIR, Secy. 
Election (Dommiaslon of India. 


IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE AT BOMBAY 
ELECTION PETITION NO. 1 OF 1985 

Shri Rarnjibhai Potiyabhai Mahala adult, icsidinj; at/ 
Kauncha, Post Dndhani, Dadra and Nagar Havcll, 

, . Petitioner 

Versus 

1. Sitarajn. Jivyabhai GavU resident of Mandoni, Dadra 

and Nagar Haveli 

2. Natubhai Dhanjibhai Patel, at and post Sukhaia, 

Tafuika Dharampur,^ District Valsad, Stale of Gujai at. 

3. Baraj Soniyabhai Mudrabhal at Galonda, Post Kilavni, 

Dadra and Nagar Havell. 

Respondents 

Mr. C. J. Sawant for the petitioner, 

Mr, IL S, Mobile with Mr. D. Dhaouka for respondent 
no, 1. 

CORAM : S. P. BHARUCHA, J. 

2nd April, 1985 

ORAL JUDGMENT 

The question that arise® for determination in this election 
petition Is : was the Ist respondent disqualified for being 
chosen as a member of Parliament on the date fixed for the 
scrutiny of his nomination paper. It is not In dispute, since 
he is the return<“d candidate, that the acceptance of his nomi¬ 
nation materially affected the result of the election. 

On 2nd May, 1979 the 1st respondent was appointed a 
junior clerk in the Administration of the Union Territory of 
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Dadra and Nagar Haveli. His appointment letter set out, 
inter alia,, the tollowing conditioria : 

^'1. He will be ^juverncU by the Central Civil Service 
Rules. 

2. The appo'nlmenL is purely on temporaiy basis and is 
liable to be terminated at ONp month’s notice. 

6. Before resigning the post he shall have to give one 
month’s notice to the Ad mi nist ration, failing whica 
he should have to remit one month’s notice pay 
before he couid be relieved from service.'' 

Uii 13 November 1984 Cieneral Flections to Pa/liamcnL 
were uutihed. 

On 21st November 1984 thp Ist respondeiu wiotc a letter 
to the Collector, Dadra and Nagar Haveli (now rclcrxcd to 
as “the letter of termination”!, which read thus : 

“As 1 intend to contest the forthcoming Purliament Flec¬ 
tion from Dadra and Nagar imveJi Parliamentary 
Constituency, 1 the undersigned hereby give up my 
post of Investigator which 1 am holding as tempora¬ 
ry Government Servant forthwith. As 1 am giving 
up my post forthwith, 1 hereby lender my pay plus 
idlowances of one month vide Demand Diaft No. 
C. 199981 from State Bank of Bidia, Silvassa Branch 
dated 21-1D1984 of Rs, 1024.05 (Rupees One thous¬ 
and twentyfour and paisc live only) in favour of 
Development and Planning Officer, Dadra and Nagar 
Haveli, SiivLissa, hence 1 cense to be a temporary 
Government Servant from it'day only, I his letter 
of giving up my post as temporary Government 
Servant is covered by Rule 5(1) (a) of CCS Tempo¬ 
rary Service Rules,” 

On 23rd November 1981 the Ist respondent sent a tele¬ 
gram to the Lt. Governor of Goa, Daman and Diu, wljo Ls 
the Administrator of Dadra & Nagar Haveli. He slated in 
the telegram that he “gave up my temporary post of investi¬ 
gator with crediting one month’s pay plus allowances under 
Rule 5(1)(a) of Central Civil Services Temporary Service 
Rules on 21-11-84 being temporary Government Servant for 
contesting the election of Dadra and Nagar Haveli consti¬ 
tuency”, In the telegram the 1st respondent expressed anxiety 
that the Collector t^d not finalised the matter nor takcfi the 
records of his pt>st and that he would be deprived of his 
right to contest the election if “decision is not taken before 
27-11-84”. 

On 24lb November 1984 the 1st respondent wrote to the 
Development & Plannmg Officer, Dadr^ and Nagar Plaveli. 
He recorded that he had requested that the files and papers 
of his office be taken from him and that he had been inform¬ 
ed by the Development and Planning Officer that they would 
be taken only after getting orders from the Collector. He 
submitted with the letter all the files and papers in his pos¬ 
session. 

On 26lh November 1984 the Secretary to the Administra¬ 
tor, Dadra and Nagar Haveli, wrote to the 1st respondent 
with reference to the letter of terminal ion. He slated that 
“notice of termination of service take effect on the expiry 
of the prescribed period of one month. There is no provision 
under Rul© 5(1) of the CCS Temporary Service Rules under 
which a Government servant can deposit one month pay in 
lieu of the purchase of i>criod of notice. Hence as per Rule 
5(1) of the CCS Temporary Service Rules quoted by you the 
notice of termination of your service will take effect only 
after the cxpii-y of one month from the date of submission 
of notice”. 

On 27th November 1984 the 1st respondent replied io the 
Secretary to the Administrator saying, inter-alia, this : 

“As per the condition No. 2, the appointment is purely 
on temporary basis and is liable to be terminated 
at one month’s notice and as per the condition No. 
6. Before resigning the post, T have to give one 
month’s notice to the AdminisI ration, failing 
which T have to remit ope month's notice pay be¬ 
fore T can be relieved from service. 

T am not holding anv office of profit with the Govt, of 
India from 21-11-1984, T have tendered notice with 
immediate effect and also deposited one month’s 


pay in lieu of notice as per the tcrmii and conditions 
of my appointment, I have already given my charge. 
My notice oecame effective from that very day and 
does not require any formal acceptance as per rulcb. 
Under the above circumstances for being chosen as 
a Member of parliament.” 

In the meantime, on 2bth November 1984 the 1st rcspondeni 
addressed a letter to the Returning Officer, Dadra and Nagar 
Haveli. The relevant portions of this letter read thus : 

“Since 1 intended to contest the elections, 1 have given 
up my post of InvesLiagtor from 21-11-1984, Under 
Rule 5(lXa) of the LX.S, temporary Services Rule« 
1965, my service can be terminated by me by giving 
a notice in writing to the appointing authoriiy. Ac¬ 
cordingly, 1 have addressed a letter di, 21-11-1984 
to the Collector, Dadra and Nagar Haveli informing 
him that I have given up my post of Investigator 
and that I cease to be a temporary Ciovt. servant 
from the date of the letter. I say that under Rule 
5 of the C C. S. Rules, 1 am -july required to give 
one month’s notice and no further act is required 
to be done for termination of my services. In parti¬ 
cular, the same notice is neither lequircd to be replied 
to or even considered by the appointing authority. 
The said notice under Rule 5(1) has been given by 
me on 21-11-984. 

I say that I have ceased Uj be a Govt, Servant on 21-11-84, 
when I havo given one month's notice pay. In any 
case there can be no doubt my services will come 
to an end by opciation of statute after the pciioU 
of one mqnth, that is say, on 20-12-1984, Thus 1 
will not be holding any office of profit with the Govt, 
of India on 24-12-1984 which is the declared date 
of election in Dadra and Nagar Haveli. Under the 
circumstances, I will have no disqualification for 
being chosen as a Member of Parliament on 24-12-84 
as contemplated by Article 102 ol the Consritution 
of India. I once again state that without pre¬ 

judice to my contention lhai I have ceased to be a 
Govt. Servant on 21-11-1984 itself, in any case I 
shall cease to be one on 20-12-1984, This position 
cannot bo in dispute in view of the absolutely clear 
position of Rule 5 of the C.C.S, Rules 1965.” 

On 28th November 1984 the dale fixed for semtinv of 
nomination pa^^rSj the petitioner objected to the I**! res¬ 
pondent's nomination and Ih^ Returnimr Officer passed an 
order after a siimmaiy enquiry during which both s’dcs were 
heard. He stated “I have a doubt as to whether Shri Gavali 
Sitaram Jiviabhai (the Isi respondent) hold an dflice of rrofit 
05 on today, under the Administration of Dadra and Naaar 
Haveli, Hence, I decide to nivc the benefit of this doubt to 
the candidate and accept this nomination”. 

On 30th November 1984 the list of contesting candidates 
for Dadra & Nacar Haveli Pariimenfary ConstiUiencv was 
notified bv the Retnrnin" Officer, The uelitioner and the 
respondents were named therein. 

On 24th December 1984 polling took place. 

On 28th December 1984 the results of the election were 
declared, and tbe 1st respondent was declared duly elected 
fromi the Dadra Nagar Haveli Parliamentary Constitiifencv. 

On 18th January, 1985 this petition was filed. 

The correspondence 'vas tendered in evidence bv ctmscnt. 
Only the 1st rcApondenl has given i^ral evidence. In his brief 
examination-in-chief he stated that he had met the Collector. 
Dadra & Nagar Haveli, on 22nd and 23rd November 1984 
and requested him to take charge .^s he was givinc up his 
uost. The Collector did not give him a proper answer. On 
24th November 1984 he made a written submission to the 
Development and Planning Officer tendering all his flies 
and papers to him. TTie Development and Planning Officer 
accepted the letter and the files and papers^ In 
crosR-cxam'nation the 1st respondent admitted that 
when he handed over the files and papers to the 
Development & Planning Officer on 24th November 1984, 
it wafl an unilateral action on his part. The Development Sc 
Planning Officer bad not issued to him any receipt for the 
flics and papers. He had onlv sicned upon the office ropv 
of the 1st respondent’s application, 
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"the rdevant provisions of law must be no I iced at the 
outset. Under Artiwle ±02(1) of the Constitution of India 
a person is disqualified ior being chosen as a member ol 
Parliament if he holds any ollice of prolit under the Govern- 
nicni of India other than an o(flicc dcUared by Parliament 
by law not to disqualify its holder. It is not in aispute that 
Uic Isi respondent held, prior to 21 st - November 1984, an 
office of prolit under the Government of India other than 
an office declared by Parliament by law not to disqualify its 
holder. 

Section 100 ot tlic Kepresentation of the People Aci, 1951, 
stales that the High Court shall declare the elec-lion of a re¬ 
turned candidate to be \oid fi it is of opinion that :hc result of 
the election in so far as it concerns a returned candidate, has 
been materially affected by the improper acceptance of any 
nonhnation Section 36 of the said Act requires the Returning 
Officer, on the date fixed for scrutiny of nominations, to 
examine Inc nomination papers and to decide all objections 
which mjiy be made to any nomination und, after such sum¬ 
mary inquiry us fic thinks ne'^cssary, reject any nomination 
mter-aJia, on the ground, *that on the dale fixed for the 
scnitjuv of nominations the candicfiitc is disqualitied for 
being chosen to fill the seat under Article 102. 

Rule 5(l)(a) of the Central Civil Sepit.es Tem^rary 
Service Rules, which are admittedly applicable to the Jst 
respondent, reads thus: 

(it) the services of a temporary tiovcriiment servant 
who is not in quesi-permanent service shall be liable to 
terminaliou at any time by a notice in writing given either 
by the Government servant to the appointing authority or 
by the apTK>inting aulhorhy ti> the Government servant; 
tb) the period of such notice shall be one month: 

Provided that the service of any sudi Government servant 
may be terminated forthwith and on such termination the 
Government servant shall be entitled to claim a sum equi¬ 
valent to the amount of his pay plus allowances for the 
period of the notice at the same rales at which he was 
drawing them immediately before the termination of his ser¬ 
vices or, a/» the case may be, for the period whi:h such 
notice falls short of one month." 

It was sumitted by Mr^ C.J, Sawant, learned counsel foi 
the pelitioncr, that the 1st respondent was disqual tied for 
being chosen as a member of Parliament for the period of 
one monih from the date of service of the letter of termina¬ 
tion, i.e, until 21st December 1984, havuiu legaid to the 
prov'sions t>f the said Rule 5(1). 

Mr, Mobile, learned counsel for the 1st icspondcnt, 
submitted, first, that the 1st respondent's appointment lettci, 
supplemented the conditions Of his service prescribed under 
the said Rules and furnished the 1st despondent with two 
alternative modes of terminal ng his employment as a 
Government servant; while clause 2 of the appointment 
letter dealt with the mode of termination provitled under 
the said Rule 5(1), clause 6 provided the independent mode 
of resignation. Mr, submitted, next, that the letter 

of ternunation was a letter of resignation under clause 6 
and was independent of the mode furnished by the said Rule 
5(1)- Mr. Mobile ihen submitted that the 1st respondent’s 
resignation became effective on 21 st November 1984 itself 
since it required no acceptance. In the allemativ<j, Mr, 
Mohitc submitted that, because of the proviso thereto, the 
Ist respondent was end tied under the provisions of the sad 
Rule 5(1) to terminate his service forthwith by paying to 
Govemment the equivalent of one month’s and 

allowances. 

1 proceed upon the assumption that the Isl respondent’s 
appointment letter supplemented the conditions of h's service 
prescribed by the said Rules and that clause 6 of the appoint¬ 
ment leitci furnished him with resignation as a mode of ter¬ 
minating his service. 

The question that immediately arises is whether hJs Idler 
of termination was a letter of resignation or a notice of 
termination of service under the said Rule 5(1). 

What is in this context material in the letter of termina¬ 
tion is <hi!> sentence ■. ‘This letter of giving up post as 
temporary Government Servant is covered by Rule 5(1) (a) 
of CCS. Temporary Service Rule". This sentence establishes 
that the 1st respondent wsa not tendering his resignation 


independent of the provisions of the said Rule 5(1) (a) but 
was utilising its provisions to terminate his service with 
Government. 

The Ist respondent's leticr dated 26th November 1984 
written to the Returning Officer leaves no doubt about this. 
He states therein that since he intended to contest the election, 
he had given up his povt from 21st November Idgl and that 
“under Rule 5(1) (a) of the C.C.S. Temporary Service 
Rules" his service could be terminated by h m by giving a 
notice in writing to -the appointing authority. “Accordingly”, 
he states, “1 have addressed a letter dated 21-11'1984 to 
the Collector", He states that ''under rule 5 of the C.C.S. 
Rul'cs I am only required to give one month’s notice and no 
furl her act is required to be done for termination of my 

services. the said notice under rule 5(1) (a) has been 

given by me on 21-11-84". Further m the same fetter the 
1st respondent reiterates his stand that he had ceased to be 
a Government servant on 21st November 1984 itself and that, 
in any case, he would cease to be one on 20th December 
1984. ‘'This position", he states, "cannot be in dispute in 
vie\\ of the absolutely clear position of Rule 5 of the C.C.S. 
Temporary Service Rules 1965”. 

Further affirmation of this position isf found in the 
telegram addressed by the 1st respondent to Lt, Governor 
wherein he stales that he “gave up his temporary post of 
investigator.under Rule 5 (1) (a) ”. 

Also significant is the reply given by the 1st respondent 
to the letter dated 26 th November 1984 addressed to him 
by the Secretary to the Administrator. He was informed 
therein that there was no provision under the said Rule 
5(1) by which a Government servant could deposit one 
month's pay in lieu of the period of notice so that, under 
the provisions of the said Rule 5(1) quoted by himself, 
the notice of termination of his service would take effect 
only after the expiry of one month from the dare of its 
submission. In hi.s reply it w-as not stated by the 1st 
respondent that what he had done was to resign his sei%ice 
and that the said Rule 5(1) had no application. The reply 
dcmonslrales that the 1st respondent did not draw a d R- 
tinction between the modes of termination of service fur¬ 
nished by clauses 2 and 6 of the appointment letter. 

Mr. Sawant was right in pointing out that even in the 
writ ten-sit atement of the ls( respondent ir is not averred 
in specific terms that the letter o£ Icrminatiun was a letter 
of res gnation or that it was independent of the provisions 
of the Nfiid Rule 5(1). What is guardedly stated is this: 

“Thus, out of abundant caution ujndcr legal advise 
Respondent No. 1 had drafted his letter dated 
2FI 1-1984 so that it covered all methods for 
giving Up his service viz., loithv. iih resignation 
and termination of service." 

In the circumstances, I cannot accept (he submission on 
behalf of the l.st respondent that the letter of termination 
wa.s a letter of rcs'gnafion under clause 6 of the appoint¬ 
ment IcUcr. There is no doubt in my mind that ihc 1st 
respondent was. by the letter of termination. adopting 
the mode furnished by the said Rule 5(1) for terminating 
his serv.ee with Government. 

1 proceed for the moment upon the ba.sis that I am wrong 
in this and that the letter of termination is a letter of 
resignation. Claiise 6 of the appointment letter, which is 
said by the Ist respondent’s counsel to apply, requires the 
1st respondent before resigning hi.s post to give one month's 
notice; if he does not give one month's notice he is obliged 
to remit one month's notice pay “before he could be 
rdicvecl from service". Where, therefore, as in this case, 
the rcsiKnatiori is tendered viihout one month’s notice the 
1st respondent hns to be “relieved from service", ft is, 
therefore, not the iinilaferal act of the 1st respondent that 
brings about the termination of his service. 

It was contended by Mr. Mohitc that the Ist respon¬ 
dent was relieved from service when he .sent in his files 
and papers on 24th November 1984. Thai he sent in hi* 
files and papers does not mean that he was relieved from 
service. Tt was, as he admitted in evidence, his own un’- 
lateral ac|. And it is crystal clear from the letter dated 
26th November 1984 addressed to the 1st respondent by 
the Secretory to the Administrator that he was not relieved 
jiom service and that his serv ce would stand terminated 
only after the expiry of one month,.i\e. on 21st December 
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Ordinarily also, Ihe resignation of a Government servant 
effective only upon its acceptance. In Raj Narain v. 
tot, Indira- Nehru Gandhi, AJ.R. 1972 S.C 1302 ihe 
Supreme Court affirmed that when a public servant had 
invited by his letter of resignation the determination of 
his employment, his service normally stood terminated 
from the date on which the letter of resignation was accepted 
by the appropriate auhority. In Union of India v. Gopal 
Chandra Misra A.I.R. 1978 S.C. 694, it was said that in 
the case of a Government servant who could not, under 
the conditions of his service or office, by his own unilateral 
act of tendering resignation give up his service or office, 
normally, tho tender of the resignation became efTcctiyc 
and his service or office tenure stood terminated when it 
was accepted. 

1 cannot, in the light of the terms of clause 6 of the 
appointment letter and these authorities, hold, as I am 
invited by counsel for the 1st respondtnt to do, that there 
was an absolute obligation cast upon Government to relieve 
the 1st respondent from service immediately upon the 
remission by him of one month'}! pay. Thi? patent object 
of the notice period jS to enable Government to appoint a 
substitute for the resigning Government servant so that the 
administration does not suffer. If ihe Government finds a 
substitute earlier than the notice period, it can then relieve 
Its retiring servant. But if it docs not, the retiring Govern* 
pient servant is obi ged to serve for the duration of the 
notice period. 

Mr, Mobile cited the judgment of the Supreme Court in 
Raj Kumar v. Union of India, A.LR. 1969 S,C^ 180. It was 
there held that the termination of employment by an order 
passed by Government does not become effective until the 
order has been intimated to the servant; but where the 
Government servant has invited by his letter of resigna¬ 
tion the determination of his employment, his services, 
normally, stood terminated from the date on which h s 
letter of resignation was accepted by the appropriate 
authority and, in the absence of any law or rule governing 
the conditions of his service to the contrary, it was not open 
to the servant to withdraw his resignation after it had been 
accepted by the appropriate authority. To the extent that 
the judgment says that the resignation of a GovciUmcnt 
servant becomes effective only when it is accepted, it is 
relevant and it assists the petitioner’s, not the Ist respon¬ 
dent's case. 

Mr. Moh to cited the judgment of a Division Bench of 
4he Mysiore High Court In M. Thinivengadam v. The Indian 
Institute of Science, A.I.R. 1954 Mys. 158. In this case 
the petitioner’s contention that his leltcr of rcsignat on 
giving notice of six months did not amount to an un- 
condflonal resgnation but required acceptance, was not 
accepted. From the terms of letter it seemed clear to the 
court that no acceptance was contemplated or required 
and that it was in the nature of a notice by which the 
petitioner said that he had resigned his Job and would 
cease to work from a date six months later. Nothing more 
was, therefore, necessary to be done either by him or by 
the employers in pursuance of the notice which had put 
an end to the contract of service in a manner stipulated 
between the parties. TTils judgment would haVc been 
opposite had the Ist respondent served a notice resigning 
his service one month after the receipt thereof. It has no 
appfication where the period of notice prescribed by the 
apporntment letter is not given, in which event the appointment 
letter requires the servant to bo relieved from service. 

T conclude that, assuming that the letter of term nation was 
a letter of resignation, the resignation became effective only 
one month after the date of its service, i.o . on 21st December 
1984. 


This brings me to consider the said Rule 5(1). Thereunder 
the services of a temporary Government servant arc liable to 
be terminated at any time by notice in writing given e ther 
by the servant to the appointing authority or by the appo'n- 
ting authority to the servant, and the period of such notice 
is set at one month. TTte proviso thereto entitles the appoin¬ 
ting authority to terminate the service of the servant forthwith 


and entitles the servant in that event to claim a sum equiva- 
leqt to hia piiy and allowances for one month or 
for the period by which the appointing amhority’s no!ice falls 
short of one month. The 1st respondent's argument that the 
proviso gives the servant co-ordinate power to terminate his 
services forthwith upon payment to Government of the sum 
of one month’s pay and allowances is having regard to the 
precise language of clause (I) and its proviso, unacceptable. 

Mr, Mobile relied in this context upon a judgment of the 
Supreme Court in V. P. Gindroniya v. State of Madhya 
Pradesh, A.I.R. 1970 S.C. 1494. The nilc under considera¬ 
tion is set out in paragraph 12 of the judgment and is 
somewhat similar to the said Rule 5(1), Mr. Mohite sought 
to rely upon this judgment as holding that the proviso 
applies to a notice of termination given by a Government 
servant. In para 13 of the judgment the Supreme Court 
said. ‘'There isJ hardly any room for dispute that the notice 
contemplated by the main cl, (a) of rule 12 can bo given 
cither by the Government or its temporary servant^ The 
rule in question specifically says so. It is not necessary for 
us in the present case to decide whether tho two provisos (o 
that rule or cl.(b) thereof apply to a notice given by a Govern¬ 
ment servant. Th^ appellant has assumed that those provision? 
also apply to a notice given under that rule. We shall for 
the purpose of this case proceed on the basis of that assump¬ 
tion and see whether tho appellant has satisfied that part of 
the rule also”. The Supreme Court was for the purposes of 
that case merely making an assumption. It came to no 
finding. Tho judgment, ihcrefore, docs not assist Mr. Mohite. 

Summarising, T hold that the 1st respondent’s letter of 
termination dated 21st November 1984 was a notice of 
termination of his ^iervice given under the provisions of the 
said Rule 5(?), that the 1st respondent’s service terminated 
upon the expip^ of one month of the date of service of ihe 
letter of terrrsinaction, i.e., on 21st December 1984; that the 
1st respondent was, consequently, holding an office of profit 
under tho Government of India and was, under Artidle 102, 
disqualified for being chosen as a member of Pailiament on 
the date of scrutiny of his nominatiOD paper, i.e,, on 28th 
November 1984: that the result of the dectiou was matcrinlly 
affected as a result of the Improper acceptance of his 
nomination: and that, therefore, his election is, void. 

I answer the issues thus: 

Issue No. 1 : Not pressed by Mr. Mohite. 

Issue No, 2 : Not pressed by Mr. Sawnm. 

Issue No. 3 : In the affirmative. 

Issue No. 4 : In the affirmative. 

Issue No. 5 : In the affirmative. 

Consequently, it is declared that the election of tho 
1st respondent tc> Parliament from the Dadra and Nagar 
Haveli Parliamentary Constituency is void. 

The 1st respondent shall pay to the petitioner the costs 
of the petition, quantified at Rs. 750. Tbc petitioner shall 
. be entitled to withdraw the said amount of Rs. 750 from 
out of the amount of Rs, 2,000 deposited by the 1st res¬ 
pondent in court nnd the 1st respondtnt shall be entitled 
to withdraw the balance amount of Rs. 1,250, The petit’oner 
shall also bo entitled to withdraw the amount of Rs. 2,000 
deposited by him in court. 

Mr. Mohite applies for stay of the order, 

Tho 1st respondent is present in person. Mr, Mohite, on 
his behalf and upon his instructions, give^ an undertaking 
to court that he shall not, for a period of thirty days from 
today, participate in the proceedings of or vote in the Lok 
Sabha and that be shall attend the Lok Sabha only to 
record his presence. 

Upon that undertaking, the order declaring the Isi /es- 
pondent’s election void is stayed for a period of thiity days 
from today. 
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